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FREE, tion as to the object of some of its provisions which appeared 
to be open to criticism, and we are now favoured with a 
letter from the draftsman of the Act. It is through no fault of 
his that section 1 (1) does not expressly enable a married woman 
trustee to “‘ acquire and hold” trust property, so as to enable a 
husband to lease to her in trust for him; the insertion of these 
words was suggested by the draftsman before the passing of 
the Act, but it appears to have been considered, either that 
section 24 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1907, which 
enables a married woman to accept a trust, would validate a 
lease by a husband to his wife on trust, or that the principle of 
Re Harkness and Allsopp (1896, 2 Oh. 358) would not apply to 
such a lease. We confess we are unable to understand these 
reasons, and think it is matter for regret that the draftsman’s 
suggestion was not adopted. With regard to the postponement 
iene In ? of the commencement of the Act, our learned correspondent 
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Tne husband and wife may practically have a good deal to 
gain in the way of avoiding transactions by the wife alone since 
1882 which might render her liable for breach of trust. 


Solicitors to Local Authorities. 


Ir appzars from the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re 
Carpenter and the Bristol Corporation (1907, 2 K. B. 617) that 


the mere fact of the regular employment of a particular solicitor | P 


by a local authority, however long continued, does not confer 
upon the solicitor an office under the authority so as to entitle 
him to compensation upon the local authority being dissolved. 
In that case a local Act by which a poor law union and a 
rural district were dissolved provided that officers should receive 
compensation under section 120 of the Local Government Act, 
1888. For about twenty-six years a firm of solicitors had 
been employed to do the legal work of the guardians 
and of the rural sanitary authority (after 1894 of the 
rural district council), and no other solicitors were ever 
employed ; but they were never formally appointed solicitors to 
the authority, and they were remunerated by receiving the usual 
professional charges for work done. Section 120 of the Local 
Government Act, 1888, provides for compensation to ‘every 
existing officer .. . who .. . suffers any direct pecuniary 
loss by abolition of office,” and section 100 defines “ office” to 
include “‘ any place, situation, or employment,” and the expres- 
sion “ officer” is to be construed accordingly. Primd facte those 
words might be supposed to extend to such an employment as that 
in question ; but there is wanting any obligation on the part of 
the authority to continue the employment, or on the part of the 
solicitors to continue to give their services, and such reciprocal 
obligations appear to be involved in the notion of an office. It 
may be that either party can terminate the holding of the office, 
but until such termination the person acting in it is bound to 
discharge its duties. Vauenan Witiams, L.J., observed that 
the result of the evidence was that, though the solicitors were 
continually employed by the bodies in question, and no other 
solicitors were employed by them, there was in effect in each case 
a retainer of them to act as solicitors in relation to the particular 
matter in hand, and under these circumstances they were not 
“ officers.”” ‘In my opinion,” said the learned Lord Justice, 
‘so long as solicitors are merely being employed as such and 
remunerated in the usual way by payment of the ordinary costs 
and charges to which they are professionally entitled, they are not 
officers within section 100 of the Local Government Act, 1888, 
and are not within the term ‘employment’ as used in that sec- 
tion.” This, as Bucxizy, L.J., pointed out, is in accordance 
with the view expressed by Pearson, J., in Re Great Western 
Forest of Dean Coal Consumers’ Co. (31 Ch. D. 496). In cases 
where the solicitor is employed at a fixed salary the result is 
different: Reg. v. Local Government Board (L. R. 9 Q. B. 148), 
Re Liberator Building Society (71 L, T. 406). 


The Emancipation of Woman. 


Tne Emancrration of Woman proceeds with much rapidity. 
The last Session of Parliament produced an Act under which we 
may see worshipful ladies, with robes and chains of office added 
to their customary adornments, walking in solemn procession at 
the head of a municipal corporation up the aisle of a parish 
church ; presiding over the deliberations of the municipal fathers, 
and issuing rescripts as “her Worship the Mayor” or, in 
certain provincial towns, as ‘the Right Honourable and 
Worsbipful Lady Mayor.” Silver cradles are likely to become 
in large demand in case married ladies attain to this dignity, 
and probably silver feeding bottles, rattles and perambulators 
should be added to testify the grateful appreciation by the 
corporation of the prolificity (if we may so speak) of their 
worshipful head. ll these bewildering results have been 
accomplished by an Act (7 Ed. 7, c. 33) of about a dozen 
operative lines and two sections. The first of these pro- 
vides that “‘a woman sball not be disqualified by sex or 
marriage for being elected or being a councillor or alder- 
man [should not this be alderwoman] of the council of any 
county or borough.” Nothing is said here about a woman 


being qualified for the offices of chairman of a county council 
or mayor of a borough; but her qualification for those offices 
appears to follow from the right previously conferred on her 





4] 
to be a councillor or alderwoman. And the succeeding proviso | 
expressly recognizes her right to be elected to those dignities, but, 
alas, couples the recognition with an incapacity! If so elected, she 
is not “‘ by virtue of holding or having held that office” to bea 
justice of the peace. Can it be that the Legislature supposed 
women might not hold the scales of justice quite evenly in the 
case of delinquent husbands or separation orders? Or is the 
rovision intended to save justices’ clerks from being ‘‘ nagged 
at” by female justices? There is nothing more in the Act 
except a repeal of the shocking words in section 2 of the London 
Local Government Act, 1899, which provide that “no woman 
shall be eligible for any such office”; a short title, and a 
restriction of the Act to England and Wales. We cannot help 
thinking that there are serious omissions which will have to be 
supplied by further legislation. In the first place, nothing is 
said about the position of the husband of a married female 
mayor. No doubt, if the lady who attains this exalted position 
must be a ratepayer, it will usually be only ladies living apart 
from their husbands or “‘ grass widows”’ who will be qualified 
as married women for the office of mayor. Still, a happy 
reunion of husband and wife may occur during the holding of 
the dignity, and then what is to happen? Is the husband to 
be styled ‘“‘the Worshipful Mayor Sonsort,” and is he to be 
allowed to attend the mayor on ceremonial occasions and 
ta advise with her as to the affairs of the Corporation ? Again, 

a spinster mayor may be affianced at the time she is elected to 
the office, and during her tenure of office may be married. Is 
the leave of the corporation to be obtained to this change of 
status? They may approve of the mayor as a spinster, but 
strongly object to her husband. Is she to be allowed to desert 
her functions as head of the corporation during a lengthened 
honeymoon, or to use her salary as mayor for furnishing her 
trousseau? These are perplexing questions which will sooner 
or later have to be cleared up; unless, indeed, the Act should 
turn out to be a dead letter. 


The Protector’s Consent to a Disentailing 
Assurance. 

A curious point as to the time at which the consent of the 
protector to a disentailing assurance can be effectively given 
was decided by Kexewicn, J., in Whitmore-Searle vy. Whitmore- 
Searle (1907, 2 Ch. 333). Under the will, dated the 20th of 
May, 1878, of Wir11am Sezarre (deceased) certain freehold 
hereditaments and capital moneys were settled to the use of 
James WuitmoreE-Szakve for life, with remainder to the use 
of his first and other sons successively in tail. The eldest son 
of James Wuitmorz-Sear_e attained twenty-one in January, 
1906, and shortly afterwards he arranged with his father to 
execute a disentailing assurance. The son was resident in 
India, and the assurance was sent there for execution by him. 
He executed it on the 25th of October, 1906, at Madras, 
and on the same day it was returned by post. The father’s 
solicitors received it on the 10th of November, 1906, but in 
the meantime, on the 3rd of November, the son had died. On 
the 19th of November the father executed the assurance for the 
purpose of testifying his consent as protector, and it was enrolled 
on the 21st of November. ‘The question thereupon arose 
whether this consent had been effectively given, or whether the 
disentailing assurance was to be treated as made without the 
protector’s consent. Section 42 of the Fines and Recoveries 
Act, 1833, provides that ‘‘the consent of the protector of a 
settlement to the disposition under this Act of a tenant in tail 
shall be given either by the same assurance by which the 
disposition shall be effected, or by a deed distinct from the 
assurance, and to be executed either on or at any time before 
the day on which the assurance shall be made; otherwise the 
consent shall be void.” This looks as though the draftsman 
had in view that the consent would always be given 
either before, or contemporaneously with, the disposition by 
the tenant in tail; but he expressly required this only 
in the case of the consent being given by a distinct assurance, 
and Kexewion, J., declined to read the same requirement into | 
the case of the consent being given by the disentailing 
assurance. He preferred to lay stress upon the general object 
of the Act, which was to substitute more simple modes of 
assurance for fines and recoveries, and upon section 15, which 
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enables a tenant in tail, whether in possession or otherwise, to 
dispose of the entailed lands for an estate in fee simple. The 
assurance by the tenant in tail is the main feature in freeing the 
lands from the entail, and the various requirements of the Act, 
even though, as the learned judge said, they are matters of 
substance and not matters of form, are subordinate. When 
once the tenant in tail has executed the assurance, it is unim- 
portant whether all else is done or not done during his life. It 
was so held in Ireland in Re Piers’ Estate (14 Ir. Ch. Rep. 452) 
with respect to the enrolment of the assurance after the death of 
the tenant in tail, and in the same manner Kexewion, J., held 
that the consent of the protector could be effectively given after 
his death. 


Proof of Death Without Issue. 


EVERY PRACTITIONER is acquainted with the difficulties which 
arise in the administration of estates where one of the 
beneficiaries has gone abroad and no positive evidence is 
forthcoming as to his death, or, if he is dead, whether he has 
left children. With regard to death, the law supplies the lack 
of evidence by the presumption of death which arises where 
a person, as to whom inquiry has been made in the proper 
quarters, has not been seen or heard of for seven years; but 
there is no presumption that such person died on the last day 
or at any other particular time of the seven years, and if a 
claimant is asserting a right which depends upon his having 
survived a particular period, this fact must be established 
affirmatively: Re Phené’s Trusts (L. R. 5 Ch. 139). “ There 
is,” said Kexewicu, J., in Re Aldersey (1905, 2 Ch. 181), 
“no presumption in favour of the continuance of life; it 
is entirely a matter of evidence in each case; and if the claimant 
fails to prove the continuance of life, the claim must fail.” In 
the recent case of Re Jackson (1907, 2 Ch. 354) the same learned 
judge has pointed out that there is an equal lack of presumption 
that a particular person who has been absent for more than 
seven years has died without issue, and he founded this upon 
the rule in ejectment which is referred to in Richards v. Richards 
(15 East 294n). Where one who claims as heir by descent 
proves the death of his elder brothers, but not that they died 
without issue, he does not make out his case. The fact of 
death without issue, it is said, must be proved. In itself this is, 
perhaps, not very convincing, for if Locos go can be called in 
aid of proof of death, why can it not equally be called in aid of 
proof of death without issue? But the rule was accepted by 
Cocxsury, O.J., in Greaves v. Greenwood (2 Ex. D., p. 295). “Ifit 
is proved that long ago a man died, and there is nothing to shew 
whether he died with issue or without issue, I agree in the 
American doctrine that there is no presumption either way.” 
But while Kexewicn, J., referred to this as the principle upon 
which the court must act in administering estates, he did not 
insist upon any strict measure of proof. Strict proof in such 
cases is, indeed, practically impossible. “You cannot,” said 
the learned judge, ‘‘ get conclusive negative evidence in the 
large majority of cases, indeed it is very seldom woatipocmann LL 
but you can get some evidence upon which a jury properly 
directed can act, and therefore evidence upon which a judge 
may properly act.” Sufficient, not conclusive, proof is what is 
required, but proof to this extent must be forthcoming before 
the estate can be distributed upon the footing of the person 
whose death is presumed from long absence having died 
without issue. 


First Offenders. 


Loypon magistrates have for some time past had occasion to 
protest against attempts to unduly extend the operation of the 
First Offenders Act. The idea seems to prevail that a first offence 
should always go unpunished, just as in actions for injury from 
dogs it used to be said that every dog was allowed its first bite. 
In a case in the Westminster police-court the prisoner, forty- 
eight years of age, was charged with stealing groceries. He 
we guilty, and asked to be dealt with under the First 

ffenders Act. The magistrate was of opinion that there was a 
deliberate robbery, and sentenced the prisoner to two months’ 
hard labour. He observed that everybody who came into court 


on a charge of that sort pleaded the First Offenders Act, which 
When a man lived to be 


was passed for young people. 








forty-eight he knew very well the difference between right 
and wrong. Those whose recollection back to the 
— of this Act will remember that it was intended to 

eal with such cases as that of young people who have been 
guilty of acts of pilfering, and, although the case is proved, the 
magistrate thinks there are strong objections against sending the 
offender to prison and making him or her one of the criminal 
classes and subject to the contaminations of a prison. The words 
of the Probation of First Offenders Act, 1887, s. 1, are, “‘ in any 
case in which a person is convicted of larceny or false pretences, 
or any other offence punishable with not more than two months’ 
imprisonment and no previous conviction is recorded 
against him, if it appears to the court before whom he is con- 
victed that, regard being had to the youth, character, and ante- 
cedents of the offender, to the trivial nature of the offence and 
to any extenuating circumstances under which the offence was 
committed, it is expedient that the offender may be released on 
probation of good conduct, the court may, instead of sentencing 
him to punishment, direct that he be released on recogaizances.’ 
It will readily be seen that a large proportion of ‘‘first 
offenders” could not be brought within the language of this 
section, and that in their case imprisonment may be a fit and 
proper punishment. 


Federation or Unification? 


Ir now seems possible that the question may be seriously 
raised in South Africa whether unification would not be better 
than federation. Ideally, there can hardly be any doubt that 
the substantial interests of the whole community c»mprised in 
the four self-governing colonies of Cape Oolony, Natal, Transvaal 
and Orange River Colony would be better served by their union 
taking the shape of complete unification. A federal constitution 
means a dead weight of additional expense; a single political 
constitution for the whole country means a great diminution of 
expense. The actual sum of money that would be annually 
saved by the abrogation of the four local Legislatures and 
Government Houses could be easily calculated. but the saving 
of business capacity and energy that now run to waste in 
a sort of marsh—or desert, whichever figure be preferred 
—of useless political endeavour would be enormous, though 
impossible to reduce to terms of pounds, shillings, and pence. 
In the interests of juridical science it is to be hoped that the 
advocates of unification may be able to persuade the electors 
of South Africa to take this view. The principle of local 
legislation has been carried almost too far in the British 
Empire, and the piling up of bodies of statute law which 
are often identical, and more often might with advantage 
be identical, is in itself a source of direct waste, even in the 
matter of drafting and printing. How many lawyers realize 
that there are more than eighty legislatures within the Empire 
at work passing statutes year after year ? 








The Stamping of Hire-Purchase 


Agreements. 


Tue provision in the Finance Act, 1907, with respect to the 
stamping of hire-purchase agreements will simplify a matter 
which has hitherto been attended by a good deal of difficulty. 
Section 7 runs as follows : 

‘‘Any agreement for or relating to the supply of goods on hire, 
whereby ‘the goods, in consideration of periodical payments, will or ma 
become the property of the person to whom they are supplied, 1 
be charged with stamp duty as an agreement, or, if under seal . . . 
as a deed, as the case requires, and the exemption numbered (3) under 
the heading ‘Agreement or any Memorandum of an Agreement’ in 
the First Bchedule to the Stamp Act, 1891 (which exempts agree- 
ments for the sale of goods), shal] not apply in the case of any such 
instrument.” 

Hitherto the liability of such an instrument to stamp duty 
has depended on the question whether the hirer absolutely bound 
himself to become the purchaser of the goods, or whether he 
had only the option of becoming purchaser, a distinction which 
was established by cases on the Factors Acts, and thence ex- 
tended in practice to the Stamp Act. By section 2 of the 
Factors Act, 1889, a mercantile agent who is in possession of 
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goods with the consent of the owner is enabled to dispose of 
them by sale or pledge, provided he acts in the ordinary course 
of business of a mercantile agent; and by section 9 (now repro- 
duced in section 25 (2) of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893) a 
person who has bought or agreed to buy goods, and has obtained 
possession of them with the consent of the seller, has the same 
powers of disposition as a mercantile agent. In Lee v. Butler 
(1893, 2 Q. B. 318) furniture was delivered to the hirer under 
an agreement by which she bound herself to make certain pay- 
ments by way of rent, and by which, upon all such payments 
being duly made, the furniture was to become her property. It 
was held by the Court of Appeal that this was an agreement 
for purchase, and that the hirer was able to dispose of the goods 
and make a good title to a sub-purchaser under section 9, and 
a similar decision was given by a Divisional Court in’ Hull 
Rope Co. vy. Adams (44 W. R. 108). 

The case of a hire-purchase agreement fh which there was 
no absolute obligation on the hirer to purchase, arose in Helby 
v. Matthews (1895, A. C. 471). There, by an agreement for 
the hire of a piano, the hirer agreed to make a certain number 
of monthly payments of specified amount, but he was to have 
the right of terminating the hiring by delivering up the instru- 
ment to the owner, and was then to be liable only for any arrears 
of hire up to the date of return. On punctual payment of all 
the monthly instalments the piano was to become the property 
of the hirer. The Court of Appeal (1894, 2 Q. B. 262) held 
that he had agreed to buy the piano, and that he was able 
to dispose of it under the Factors Act, 1889, but this decision 
was reversed by the House of Lords. “An agreement to buy,” 
said Lord Herscuett, C., “imports a legal obligation to buy. 
If there was no such legal obligation, there cannot, in my 
opinion, properly be said to have been an agreement to buy.” 
The hirer had, he pointed out, merely an option of purchase, 
and the piano was only to become his property if he exercised 
that option and continued the stipulated payments. But while 
it may be easy to see this now, it is to be remembered that 
Lord Esner, M.R., and A. L. Surrn and Davey, L.JJ., all took 
the opposite view, and it was by no means clear beforehand 
that an obligation to buy, accompanied by the right of terminat- 
ing the agreement, was not, for the purpose of the Factors 
Acts, on the same footing as the obligation in Lee v. Butler 
(supra). 

Since Helby v. Matthews it appears to have been accepted that 
agreements of the nature there in question—that is, those in 
which an absolute liability is imposed on the owner to sell and 
on the purchaser to buy—are agreements for sale within the 
meaning of the Stamp Act, 1891, and that, since they relate to 
goods, they are exempt from stamp duty by virtue of exemp- 
tion (3) under the head “Agreement.” But where no absolute 
liability is imposed the proper stamp duty has to be ascertained 
by reference to a different head. Primé facie, a hiring 
agreement of chattels is a lease of the chattels, and it might 
be supposed to fall under the head “Lease or Tack”; but it 
was held by the Court of Appeal in Jones v. Inland Revenue 
Commissioners (1895, 1 Q. B. 484) that the Stamp Act did not 
contemplate a lease of chattels, and it was decided that an 
agreement whereby an annual sum was reserved in respect 
of the use of telephonic apparatus was liable to be charged with 
ad valorem duty under the head “ Bond, covenant, or instrument 
of any kind whatsoever” for securing an annuity; so that, if 
for a definite term, it was chargeable with ad valorem bond 
duty on the aggregate amount of rent payable, and, if for an 
indefinite term, it was chargeable at the rate of 2s. 6d. for 
each £5 or part of £5 of the rent reserved. And this was 
approved in National Telephone Co. v. Inland Revenue Com- 
missioners (1899, 1 Q. B. 250; 1900, A. C. 1). 

Assuming that these decisions governed, as they seemed to 
do, the case of a hire-purchase agreement not falling 
within Helhy v. Matthews (supra), then the stamp had to be 
ascertained by reference to the head “ Bond, covenant,” &e. ; 
and since ex hypothesi the hirer was under no obligation to 
continue the payments, these must be treated as payable for an 
indefinite time. Thus the stamp would be 2s. 6d. for each 
£5 of the sum periodically payable: see Encyclopedia of Forms 
and Precedents, vol. 6, p. 453. But in a circular on the sub- 


ject which the Inland Revenue Commissioners issued in January, 
1902, they introduced a distinction which seems to have had 
no basis either in reason or authority. They treated hire-pur- 
chase agreements under which the purchaser was not under an 
obligation to pay all the instalments of hire as distinguishable 
into agreements under which the instalments were not payable 
in advance and those in which the instalments were payable in 
advance, and they required the ad valorem bond duty to be 
paid only on agreements of the latter kind, leaving those of the 
former kind liable only to 6d. if under hand and 10s. if under 
seal. How, save in respect of the first instalment, the nature 
of the instrument is altered by the instalments being payable in 
advance is a question to which there may be an answer, though 
what the answer may be is not obvious. In either case the 
agreement is an instrument whereby the payment of the in- 
stalments, so long as they continue payable, is secured. 

All this, however, is rendered of no importance by the provi- 
sion of the Finance Act, 1907, quoted above. All hire-purchase 
agreements whereby the goods “will or may” become the pro- 
perty of the hirer are to be charged only with agreement duty, 
and they are not to be entitled to the benefit of exemption (3) ; 
that is, agreements falling within Helby v. Matthews (supra) 
will no longer be exempt from duty altogether as being agree- 
ments for the sale of goods; nor will any agreements which do 
not fall within that case be liable to ad valorem duty under the 
head of “Bond, covenant,” &c. The words “ Whereby the 
goods, in consideration of periodical payments, will or may 
become the property of the person to whom they are supplied ” 
appear to cover all agreements ordinarily known as hire-pur- 
chase agreements, whether the hirer is bound to purchase or not, 
and all alike, therefore, will in future be subject to the ordinary 
agreement duty. 








Extraordinary Traffic Expenses. 


THE recent decisions on section 12 of the Locomotives Act, 1898 
(61 & 62 Vict. c. 29), afford an interesting example of the prob- 
lems which the Legislature sets the Courts in its well-intentioned 
attempts to mete out justice. By section 23 of the Highways 
and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 77) 
it was provided that extraordinary traffic expenses, upon being 
certified by the surveyor to the highway authority to have been 
incurred, might be recovered by that authority in a summary 
manner from the person by whose order the traffic had been con- 
ducted ; and by section 36 the Summary Jurisdiction Acts were 
made applicable, so that the summary proceedings were subject to 
the six months’ limitation imposed by the Summary Jurisdiction 
Act, 1848 (11 & 12 Vict. c. 43). The six months ran from the 
date of the certificate, and if such certificate was valid, the six 
months was a bar to the recovery of expenses included in it. 
Hence they could not be recovered under a subsequent certifi- 
cate: Wirral Highway Board v. Newell (1895, 1 Q. B. 827). 
This scheme for the recovery of extraordinary traffic expenses 
was materially altered by section 12 of the Locomotives Act, 
1898. This provided, (a) that such expenses should cease to be 
recoverable in a summary manner, but should be recovered, if 
not exceeding £250, in the county court, and if over that 
amount in the High Court; (b) that proceedings for their re- 
covery should be commenced within twelve months of the time 
at which the damage had been done, or, where the damage was 
the consequence of any particular building contract or work ex- 
tending over a long period, not later than six months after the 
completion of the contract or work ; and (c) that for the words 
“ by whose order” in section 23 of the Act of 1878 there should be 
substituted “by or in consequence of whose order.” This last 
alteration effected a considerable extension of the liability of 
local authorities, since they became liable not only for damage 
caused by extraordinary traffic carried on directly by their order, 
as under section 23, but also where the traffic was 
carried on in consequence of their order, as where it was carried 
on by a contractor working under a contract with them: Epsom 
District Council v. London County Council (1900, 2 Q. B. 751). 
The part of the amendment, however, which has caused most 
difficulty in practice is that which altered the period of limita- 





tion, increasing it from six to twelve months in ordinary cases, 
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and allowing an additional six months in the special cases 
mentioned. On the wording of section 12, indeed, it was not 
clear that this six months was an additional period, and in 
Kent County Council v. Folkestone Corporation (1905, 1 K. B. 
620) it was contended that the section had introduced two inde- 
pendent limitations—one of twelve months for ordinary cases, 
and one of six months for damage in consequence of a particular 
building contract or of work extending over a long period. But 
this construction was rejected -by the Court of Appeal. In all 
cases, StirtinG, L.J., observed, the highway authority who are 
complaining may bring the action within twelve months after 
the damage has been done and recover for damage within that 
period; and in addition to this they may recover for damage 
which has not been caused within the twelve months, provided 
it is “the consequence of any particular building contract. or 
work extending over a long period,” and in that case the action 
must be commenced not later than six months after the com- 
pletion of the contract or work. 

The period of a “ particular building contract” is capable of 


fairly exact ascertainment, so that, in cases where such a con- | 


tract exists, there is a clear date for the commencement of the 
six months. Thus in Epsom District Council v. London County 
Counerl (supra) the defendants had on the 2nd of March, 1898, 
contracted with a firm to carry out for them certain building 
operations, and on the 16th of the same month they contracted 
with another firm for the erection of temporary buildings. The 
work under the first contract was completed on the 15th of April, 
1899, and that under thesecond contract on the 23rd of Septem- 
ber, 1899. The work under the two contracts caused extraordinary 


traffic expenses to be incurred by the plaintiffs, and they com- , 


menced the action for their recovery on the 22nd of December, 
1899. It was held by Bicnam, J., that the damage done by each 
contractor must be referred to his particular building contract, 
and that the action was too late as regards the damage done 
under the contract of the 2nd of March, 1898. This, however, over- 


looked the fact that the plaintiffs had a minimum time of twelve | 


months, and that although they were not entitled to the six 
months’ extension in respect of the earlier contract, yet they 
could recover the damages caused under that contract between 
the 22n1 of December, 1898, and the 15th of April, 1899. 

If there is no particular building contract, reliance must 
be placed on the phrase, “ work extending over a long period,” 
and this is not so easy of precise application. In Kent County 
Council v. Folkestone Corporation (supra) the defendants, in 
carrying out a scheme for the widening of one of their roads, 
entered into a contract with a contractor for the hauling of 


stone. The contractor, in the course of this work, caused extra- 
ordinary traffic expenses to be incurred by the  plain- 
tiffs. The contract was for a year, from the Ist of 


April, 1902, to the 3lst of March, 1903. The damage 
to the plaintiffs’ roads took place between the 19th of January 
and the 24th of March, 1903. The work of widening the 
defendants’ road was not completed till September, 1903. The 
actio. was commenced on the 11th of February, 1904. [t was 
held by the Court of Appeal that in applying the phrase “ work 
extending over a long period,” the word “work” must be re- 
ferred, not to the entire work done by the defendants in their 
scheme of road improvement, but to the work done by the con- 
tractor under his contract. In other words, the improvement 
scheme included different works within the meaning of the sec- 
tion. Thus the plaintiffs had not commenced the action within the 
additional period of six months, reckoned from the 31st of March, 
1903, and were subject to the ordinary twelve months’ limita- 
tion. They were entitled, therefore, to recover for the damage 
caused after the 11th of February, 1903. 

Two quite recent cases have been decided on the same point 

Bromley District Council v. Croydon Corporation (1907, 
2 K. B. 39), before Wauron, J., and Lancaster District Council 
v. Fisher (1907, 1 K. B. 516), before the Court of Appeal. In 
the former case the defendants had entered into two similar con- 
tracts with different contractors for haulage, between the 31st of 
March, 1904, and the 3lst of March, 1905, of stone required by the 
defendants ‘for their general purposes, but mainly used for the 
construction of new streets. The plaintiffs incurred extraordinary 
traffic expenses in consequence of the damage done in the course 


of the work. The last load under the contracts was carried on 
the 3lst of March, 1905, and on the 22nd of August, 1905, 
the action was commenced to recover damages in re 
spect of the entire period from the 3lst of March, 1904, 
to the 3lst of March, 1905. Wanton, J., held that the 
work done under the contracts was “work extending™over a 
long period,” which was completed on the 31st of March, 1905, 
and that the plaintiffs were entitled to six months from that 
date. Hence the action was in time as to the whole of the 
damage. To use his own words, he treated work “done under a 
particular contract, extending over a deffinite and considerable 
period of time” as falling within the latter part of section 12, 
sub-section 1 (b), of the Act of 1898. 

In Lancaster District Council v. Fisher (supra) the work 
causing the damage was done by the defendants under a con- 
tract entered into between them and the Manchester Corpora- 
tion on the 26th of May, 1902, for the laying of water pipes in 
connection with the Thirlmere Aqueduct. The contract con- 
| tained a maintenance clause providing that the entire work 
should be at the risk of the contractors for twelve months after 
the completion of the work. The writ was issued on the 20th 
of May, 1905. The greater part of the damage occurred before 
the 20th of May, 1904. The haulage of pipes ended in August, 
and the entire work was completed on the 31st of October, 1904, 
From that date the period of maintenance ran, and Bicnam, 
J., held that the work was work extending over a long period, 
and that it was not completed within the meaning of the statute 
till the end of the year of maintenance, when the possibility of 
further work being required was at an end; consequently the 
action, in his opinion, was in time. But the Court of Appeal 
| disallowed this further year. The work causing the damage 
was completed at latest on the 31st of October, 1904, and the 
further six months was to be reckoned from this date, so that 
| the action was not commenced within this additional period. 

The plaintiffs, however, were entitled, under the ordinary twelve 
months’ limitation, to recover in respect of the damage done 

after the 20th of May, 1904. 
| The number of decisions which have been given on 

the subject shows that it is one of considerable prac- 
| tical importance to local authorities and contractors, but 
there should be less difficulty in future in applying the 
statute. The work which will give the additional six months 
as being “work extending over a long period of time ” must be 
a definite operation extending over a considerable period of 
time, and it may be a part of a more extensive operation. 
When it is done under a specific contract, the period of the 
contract may properly be referred to for the purpose of aseer- 
taining when the work is completed, though the time of such 
completion is not to be extended after the substantia! com- 
pletion of the work which actually causes the damage merely 
because certain terms of the contract still remain outstanding. 














Reviews. 
The Law of Evidence. 


Roscozr’s Dicgest oF THE LAW oF EvIpENCE oN THE TatsL OF 
Actions at Nist Prius. EicHTeentu Eprriow. By Mavrics 
PowEtt, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. In Two VoLUMES. & 
Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
Professedly this work is a book of procedure; but it is impcssible 

to state the evidence required to establish a right without defining to 

some extent what that right is, and hence it is a veritahle mine of 
authorities upon all branches of the law which ordinarily o~me in 
question in the common law courte. From « hst of previous editions 
prefixed oy book sigh a a Si 

so that it bas been ty years before 8 

time has acquired a reputation with practitioners which places it 

beyond the reach of criticism. It has, however, taxed the industry 
of successive editors to keep pace with the numerous changes 
ond ote 6 Oe ast he Gam es See 
edition. e law marine insurance, nstance, 

codified by the Marine Insurance Act, 1906, and the provisions of 
that statute have been carefully incorporated in the pages dealing 
with the evidence in an action on a marine insurance policy. 
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and current de*isions are equally conspicuous in the action for dis- 
turbance of support of land, among the latest being Manchester Cor- 

tion v. New Moss Coll-eries (1906, 2 Ch. 564). But the careful 
inclusion of the recent output of the courts is a characteristic of the 
work generally, and the practitioner who refers to it for guidance in 
any particular class of action will find the points necessary either for 
the claim or the defence minutely explained. Special technicalities 
affect an action brought on a solicitor’s bill, and these are clearly 
stated, the authori'ies including a reference to Clare v. Joseph (1907, 
W. N. 116), where the Court of Appeal, reversing the Divisional Court, 
allowed a client to set up an azreement as to costs, though not in 
writing. This is now reported in 1907, 2 K. B. 369. The action for 
money hai and received is an equitable action which covers a wide 
field, and the pages devoted to it will well repay study. The book 
has received very careful revision, and will continue to be an indis- 
pensable work of reference for the practitioner. 





Foreigners in Egypt. 


THe Law AFFECTING FOREIGNERS IN EGYPT, AS THE RESULT OF 
THE CAPITULATIONS; WITH AN ACCOUNT OF THEIR ORIGIN AND 
DEVELOPMENT. By James Harry Scorr. Edinburgh: William 
Green & Sons. 

**Capitulations,” in the sense in which the word is used when 
speaking of the Ottoman Capitulations, were originally grants of 
special privileges extended to foreign merchants whilst trading in the 
Ottoman territories, being so called because they were divided into 
‘* heads” or articles. Although Egypt, and the capitulations affect- 
ing Egypt as part of the Ottoman Empire, form the principal part 
of the subject-matter of this book, by no means the least interesting 
part of it is the account of the early capitulations from the 12th century 
onwards, and the rivalries of England, France, and other Powers in 
the 16*h and 17th centuries. Of greatinterest, also, are the references 
to Turkish law in general, some knowledge of which is necessary to 
understand the Mixed Codes, which, though avowedly based on the 
French Codes, occasionally depart a good deal from their originals. One 
chapter is devoted to the Jand laws of Turkey and Egypt. Amongst 
other incidental points of interest we learn that houses and trees are 
moveables by Moslem law and belong to the builder or planter, even 
when built or planted on another’s land. Although much of the 
Jand in Egypt was originally subject to a kind of feudal tenure, this 
system has by successive changes been completely abrogated, and all 
land is now owned as “ mulk”—i.e., allodially, as contrasted with 
dependent tenure. The lawyer who intends to acquire a practical 
knowledge of Egyptian law will find the system of Mixed Courts and 
Mixed Codes fully explained, and in an appendix is contained the 
O.toman Order in Council, 1899, which governs the jurisdiction and 
proczdare of the British Consular Courts. 





German Law as to Carriage of Goods by Sea. 


Toe Geaman LAw RELATING TO THE CARRIAGE OF Goons By Sz. 
By Dr. ALFRED SIEVEKING, Lawyer in Hamburg. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited.) 

This book is not merely a translation of a German work on the 
subject of carriage of goods by sea; it is the English edition of the 
author’s book, the German edition being published in Hamburg. 
The German private maritime law is contained in Part IV. of the 
Commercial Code of the 10th of May, 1897, and an Act of the 2nd of 
June, 1902. But as in English law, there are numerous cases decided 
in the courts, together with text-books and treatises, which have to be 
referred to in elucidating the meaning of the codified law. 
Numerous other Acts, regulations, &c., such as the York-Antwerp 
Rules of 1590, are also cited. Tables of these are prefixed, 
as in the case of English text-books. The whole subject-matter 
is arravged very much as an English writer would arrange it, 
and the only noticeable difference in the literary form between this 
and an English text-book is that the cases are not cited by name but 
by their reference, the names being given in full in the table of cases. 
This may save some space, but it makes it more difficult to follow, 
and there are no meaus of discovering the name of the case cited 
without actually looking up the reference. For instance, a case is 
cited on p. 27 as ‘01 H. 60.” This refers to case No. 60 decided by 
the Hauseatic Courts in 1901. The work, however, is very carefully 
done, and should be of great service to shippers, insurance brokers, 
and underwriters in this country, where it is frequently necessary to 
compare the law of England and Germany on the subject of maritime 
insurance and other business. 





Books of the Week. 
The English Reports. Vol. LXXVII.: King’s Bench Division VI., 
containing Coke, Parts 5 to 13. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; 





The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. By ALBEaT Parsoxs 


and RaymMunp ALLEN, M.A. (Camb), Barristers at-Law. Third 
Edition of Parsons and Bertram on the Workmen’s Compensation 
Acts. Butterworth & Co. 

Bloodstains: Their Datection, and the Determination of Their 
Source. A Manual for the Medical and Legal Professions. By 
Major W. D. SuTHERLAND, of His Majesty’s Indian Medical Service, 
Doctor of Medicine. Bailliére, Tindall, & Cox. 


Handbook to Stamp Duties. Containing the Text of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, and of the subsequent Revenue Acts so far as they relate 
to Stamp Duties. With a Completa Alphabetical Table of all 
Documents liable to Stamp Duty. By H. 8. Bonn, late of the 
Solicitors’ Department, Inland Revenue, Somerset House. Fourteenth 
Elition. By Cuartes H. Pickey. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


A Handbook for Public Meetings. Including Hiats as to the 
Summoning and Management of Them, and as to the Duties of 
Chairmen, Clerks, Secretaries, and other Officials; Rules of Debate; 
and much Information useful to the Clergy, to all Clas:es of Local 
Authorities and Public Companies. To which is added a Digest of 
Reported Cases relating to Meetings, Polls, and the Conduct of 
Business Generally. By Gzorce F. Coamsers, F.R.A.S., Barrister- 
at-Law. Third Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


The Married Women’s Property Act, 1907. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal ani Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In reply to the letter in your issue of the 14th inst. signed 
“C. P. 8.,” it may interest your readers to know that before the Act 
was passed I suggested the addition of words in section 1 (1) expressly 
enabling a married woman trustee to acquire and hold trust property. 

My suggestion was not adopted because section 24 of the Act of 1882 
was considered a sufficient authority for a married woman to acquire 
trust property, and it was thought that the principle in R: Harkness 
and Allsopp (1896, 2 Ch. 358) would not be extended to the case 
mentioned by your correspondent. 

The section was not made to take effect on the passing of the Act, 
as it was considered that the advantage, in the future, to practitioners, 
when perusing abstracts, of having the Ist of January, 1908, as a date 
for the commencement of the Act, outweighed the theoretical ad- 
vantage of immediately rendering unnecessary dispositions by deed 
acknowledged. 

The effect of sub-section (2) will be that, between the passing of 
the Act and January next, the risk of not acknowledging a deed will 
be taken, the husband being informed of the execution of the deed. 
If he has nothing to gain by executing another deed, the risk is not 
worth consideration. 

It is curious that the King’s printer should have invented a new 
spelling for ‘‘ feme sole.” 

Sub section (2) of section 2 is the result of the joint efforts of the 
Lords and Commons. In the original draft the words ‘or unless 
she dies an infant” at the end of sub-section (1) took the place of 
sub-section (2). 

The words ‘‘ to which he may become entitled on her death” may 
give trouble. Can » man settle his wife’s leaseholds, which under 
the old law would have vested in him on marriage, if she dies an 
infant ? 

The original intention was to leave all existing rights to the 
husband, or intended husband, to make a settlement on behalf of an 
infant wife. Bensn. L. CHERRY. 

Lincoln’s-inn, Sept. 30. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 





The Probate Division. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—We of the legal profession often complain of the ruthlessness 
of the attitude of the public towards us, but I venture to thivk the 
reason for this attitude is that there is a profound conviction in the 
public mind that the profession is quite satisfied with things as they 
are, and has no desire to promote reforms. 

May I therefore suggest one reform, which, if we ara desirous of 
purging ourselves, might well be set ia motion from within. I refer 
to the much needed reform of the Probate Division of the High 
Court. May I endeavour to exemplify the need of a drastic change 
of probate procedure by an illustration ? 

An old lady in the North of England died leaving a small « state of 
the value of £1,970. By her last will this became divisible between 
a sister of the testatrix living in this country, and a brother who had 
emigrated to Australia many years ago, his issue taking by substitu- 
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tion if he should have predeceased the testratrix. The will was 
disputed, and probate proceedings were commenced to test its 
validity. A citation was issued in the ordinary way, and was 
advertised in the Australian papers. In consequence of this citation, 
my firm was instracted to intervene, and on the action coming on for 
trial, there was a customary compromise on the terms of the last will 
being proved in solemn form, all allegations withdrawn, and the costs 
of all parties being paid out of the estate. The costs of these pro- 
ceedings were ultimately taxed as follows: Plaintiffs’ costs, £310; 
defendants’ costs, £302 1s. 2d.; one set of intervener’s costs, 
£140 9s. 1ld.; and my own firm’s costs as interveners, £18 1s. ; 
total of probate costs, £770 123s. My firm's incursion (at the request 
of professional clients in Australia) was purely formal, but what 
useful purpose was served by the other interveners I do not for the 
life of me know. This unhappily (from the point of view of the 
beneficiaries) is only half the tale. The last will of the testatrix 
having been vindicated by the majesty of the law, it became necessary 
to construe it. 

For this purpose a harmless looking little originating summons 
was issued claiming the usual administration inquiries. This, of 
course, necessitated a fresh set of advertisements in the Australian 
papers, and in due course my Australian clients established their 
claim to a moiety of the estate. The costs of these proceedings, with 
the costs of administering the estate, amounted in all to £580, making 
a grand total of £1,350 for the legal costs incurred between the date 
of the death of the testatrix and the red letter day when the very 
attenuated net residue of her estate found its way into the pockets of 
the happy residuary legatees. As, to the costs, estate duties had tu 
be added, the actual sum paid over to the two residuary legatees (or 
their representatives) was £280 each, from which, at all events in 
the case of the Australian moiety, considerable solicitor and client 
costs had to be deducted. 

Now, I advocate nothing less than the total abolition of the Probate 
Division and a great deal of its antiquated procedure. We complain 
of the Chancery judges having insufficient work todo. Why should 
they not take over the whole of the Probate work? I know of no 
valid reasons which can be alleged against such a step, indeed, the 
only adverse arguments which occur to me are vested interests and a 
dry-as-dust historic argument. 

The saving in legal costs would be considerable, as there is often an 
unnecessary duplication of work, and again, the judges of the 
Chancery Division might be trusted to evolve a far less cumbersome 
and expensive practice than the present Probate practice. ~~ 

. We 


The Deceased Wife’s Sister Act. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sir,—Section 1 of this Act enacts that no marriage contracted 
between a man and his deceased wife's sister shall be void or voidable 
as a civil contract by reason only of such affinity. 

How could a man contract any such marriage ? He might purport 
to do so, but he did not do so and could not do so. 

If the Act had said that where a man purported to contract a 
marriage with his deceased wife’s sister, which, but for the fact of 
her being his deceased wife’s sister would have been a legal marriage, 
then and in such case the purported marriage shall be legel, the 
meaning would, I suggest, have been clear. e # 











Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Estate Tail—Disentailing Deed—Protector.—When at the date 
of a disentailing deed there is a protector of the settlement under 
which the estate tail arises, section 34:of the Fines and Recoveries 
Act, 1833, makes the consent of the protector necessary in order that 
the deed may be effectual against the persons entitled subsequently to 
the estate tail. But section 22, which defines the term “ protector of 
the settlement,” and prevents this position from being forfeited by 
the absolute disposition of the prior estate, contains the important 
qualification that the prior estate which confers the office must 
arise under the same settlement as that which creates the estate 
tail; and section 27 provides that no bare trustee or heir shall be 
protector in respect of any estate taken by him as such bare 
trustee or heir. By the will of a testator who died in April, 1854, 
land was devised to trustees for three lives in trust to pay annuities 
avd accumulate the surplus during the lives; after the deter- 
mination of this estate the and was devised to the testator’s 
grandson in tail. In April, 1875, the trust for accumulation 
became void under the Thellusson Act (Accumulations Act, 1800) by 


estate prior to the estate tail, to the testator’s heir-at-law. 
In July, 1875, the tenant in*tail executed a disentailing deed 
in which the only surviving trustee joined as protector of the 
settlement. It was con that he was not the protector of 
the settlement, and that this office was either in the persons who 
would have been entitled to the accumulations had they nof™been 
stopped, or in the heir. In fact, however, there was no protector of 
the settlement at that time. The trustee was a bare trustee, and as 
such was excluded by section 27; the persons entitled to the accumn- 
lations, were not protectors within the words of section 22, which 
preserve the office of protector notwithstanding the absolute disposi- 
tion of the prior estate, since the Thellusson Act avoided their prior 
estate ; it did not dispose of it; and the heir was not protector, for 
his estate did not arise under the settlement created by the will, but 
in opposition to it, while if it had so arisen, he would still have been 
excluded by section 27. Consequently no consent of a protector was 
necessary, and the disentailing deed was valid.—Rz Hocues (Swinfen 
Eady, J., July 28, 1906) (1906, 2 Ch. 642), 


Trust for Conversion—Real Estate—Income till Converaion.— 
Where real or personal property is directed to be converted, and the 
conversion is postponed, questions frequently arise as to the destin- 
ation of the income till conversion. As regards personal property, the 
general rule is that the tenant for life takes only the income which 
would have arisen from the proceeds of conversion, and even an 
express authority to pone conversion does not, in the absence of 
correspondiog direction as to the intermediate income, necessarily 
give such income to the tenant for life. The present rule appears to 
be that the tenant for life will not take the income of wasting pro- 
perty, but will be allowed the iacome of shares authorized to be 
retained upoa the ground that such authority makes them, during 
retention, authorized investments: Re Bates (1906, 1 Ch. 22). But 
other considerations prevail with regard to real estate. There the 
trust for conversion does not call so imperatively for immediate 
execution, and, so long as a sale is not improperly deferred, the 
actual income from the land is payable to the tenant for life; and 
this is so even where the income arises from moneys payable for the 
taking of part of the land itself, such as royalties reserved under a 
mining lease. — Re Eart or DaRNLty, CLIFTON v. DARNLEY 
(Kekewich, J., Nov. 22, 1906) (1907, 1 Uh. 159). 








New Orders, &c. 
The Merchant Shipping Acts, 1894 to 1906. 


Surerrnc Casvattrrs anp Apprats AND Re-neartnes Rutes, 1907. 


Notice is hereby given, pursuant to the Rules Publication Act, 1893, 
that Rules are about to be made as above mentioned, and that copies of 
the draft mty be obtained at the Board of Trade. 








Obituary. 
Mr. H. J. Francis. 


Mr. Henry James Francis, of ‘‘Rosenheim,’’ West-hill, Putney, 
died on the 17th ult. at Bexhill-on-Sea, at the ripe age of eighty-three. 
He commenced life as a clerk of accounts in Chancery, retiring in 
1852 on a pension when the office was abolished. Wishing to become 
a solicitor, at the invitation of Mr. Edward Wilkins Fie!d, the then 
senior partner of the well-known firm of Field, Roscoe, & Co., of 
36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, he was articled to a member of that firm, 
and was admitted a solicitor in November, 1858. He subsequently 
became a partner in Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co.'s firm, and continued 
a partner for upwards of fifty years, and only retired some six years 
back. He was a man of very considerable ability, and singularly 
well acquainted with Chancery practice—so much so that he was for 
many years a valuable consultant, not only by individual members of 
the profession, but by those in authority in connect’on with the 
courts. He was greatly respected and beloved in all branches of the 
profession, and many of the leading solicitors, both in London and 
in the large provincial towns, have served their articles under him. 
He was much interested in art of all kinds, was a keen judge of 
pictures, and a good all-round sportsman. He will be much missed in 
rofessional circles, and by a large number of friends in all walks of 
ife. 








Mr. Justice Jelf has fixed the following commission days for the 
Autumn Assizes on the Oxford Circuit :—Reading, oa Octo- 
ber 12; Oxford, Thursday, October 17; orcester, ionday, 
October 21; Gloucester, Saturday, October 26; Monmouth, Thursday, 
October 31; Hereford, Monday, November 4; Shrewsbury, Wednesday, 
November 6; Stafford, Saturday, November 9; Birmingham, Tuesday, 





the lapse of twenty-one years from the testator’s death, and the 
surplus rents went thereafter, during the continuation of the 


November 19. Mr. Justice Bucknill, who will go on the Midland 
Circuit, will join Mr. Justice Jelf at Birmingham, , 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. R. M. Prescott, solicitor, has been appointed Town Clerk of 
Sheffield, in succession to Mr. Henry Sayer. Mr. Prescott has been 
Town Clerk of Fulham. 

Mr. Recinatp Epwarp Kwocker, solicitor, of Dover, has been 
appointed Town Clerk of Dover, in the place of the late Sir Wollaston 
Knocker. Mr. Knocker was admitted in 1893. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Joun Tuomas CarrRaANE ‘and Herpert Grorce UNDERWOOD 
Extttort, solicitors (Carrane & Elliott), Wellington and Newport, Salop. 
June 30. 

Epwarp Frenca Burtremer Harston and JULIEN 
Cartes BENNETT, solicitors (Harston & Bennett), 4, 
Within, London. Sept. 30. 

WatterR Fietpinc Hottoway Bianprorp, Leonard WILLIAM 
Henry Lamatson, and Harry Epwarp Homan, solicitors (Rhodes, 


Blandford, Lamaison, & Homan), 9, Dowgate-hil!l, London. Sept. 30. 
Gazette, Oct. 1 


FREDERICK 
Bishopsgate 


General. 
Lord Brampton was stated on Thursday to be seriously ill. 
It is stated that the Lord Chancellor will return to England this 
week from Canada. 


Judges are, affirms a writer in the Globe, anxiously awaiting the 





Michaelmas sittings, there being much competition to be the first to | 


ask ‘“‘What is diabolo?’’ from the bench. 

The New York correspondent of the Evening Standard says it is 
announced that Harry Thaw has refused to pay the fee of £10,000 
which was demanded by Mr. Clifford Hartridge, the well-known counsel. 
It will be remembered that Mr. Clifford Hartridge was one of the 
counsel for the defence on the occasion of the first trial. 

If the judges of the Supreme Court of the United States understand 
as much about law as how to make thémselves comfortable when in 
London, says the Evening Standard, America must be a happy land 
from a legal point of view. No fewer than five judges of this court 
have been in residence at the Savoy Hotel during the past few days. 
Last year it was just the same. 

With reference to the notice inserted in the London Gazette of 
April 25, 1905, adding Lagos Three-and-a-Half per Cent. Inscribed 
Stock (1930-55) to the list of stocks with respect to which the provi- 
sions of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, have been complied with, the 
Lords Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury give notice that the 
name of the above stock has been changed to “‘Southern Nigeria (Lagos) 
Three-and-a-Half per Cent. Inscribed Stock (1930-55).”’ 


County Court Judge Fitzgerald, who awarded Lord Ashtown £140 
compensation for the bomb outrage at his shooting lodge, is, says the 
Westminster Gazette, remarkable for his quaint and, at times, rather 
unjudicia] utterances from the bench. During the hearing of Lord 
Ashtown’s claim there was applause in court, whereupon he ordered 
the police to ‘‘Hurl the ragamuffins out of court.’’ On another occa- 
sion a jury brought in a verdict which displeased the judge, and in 
dismissing them he said, ‘‘Good-bye, now, gentlemen, and I don’t care 
if I never see you again.” 

A new gy oe for the service of the public was, says the 
Daily Graphic, inaugurated on Tuesday, when Mr. C. J. Stewart 
opened the office of Public Trustee in premises at 3 and 4, Clement’s- 
inn, Strand, W.C. Business does not really begin under the Act till 
January 1. Meanwhile the organisation of the office will be completed ; 
Mr. Stewart and his staff will be prepared to advise persons regarding 
the nature of the services which the new department is formed to 
undertake ; a prospectus will also be got out to explain these; and the 
fees—which are to be moderate, as the office is not to work for profit 
—will be announced. Besides the headquarters staff in London, the 
Public Trustee will be assisted by deputy trustees, who will be 
appointed in the large centres throughout the country. 


The fees received from suitors in the City of London Court last 
year, says the 7'imes, amounted to £20,652. There were other 
receipts to the extent of £681. The expenditure in the same period 
was £18,694. Of this sum £13,690 went in the salaries of the two 
judges, the registrars, the high bailiff, and the staff of clerks, ushers, 
and bailiffs. The rent, rates, and taxes amounted to £1,924; heating, 
lighting, and maintenance, £650; and police services, £168. There 
was a balance of receipts over expenses of £2,639. At the Mayor's 
Court the fees from suitors brought in £6,927. The expenses were 
£7,072, of which £5,809 went in salaries of the judges and staff, and 
£700 in rent. The administration of justice at the Central Criminal 
Court last year cost the corporation £8,510, of which only £417 was 
recouped in fees. Salaries of judges and staff absorbed £5,295, and 
£500 was devoted to the official report of the cases tried. The 
expenses of lighting, heating, and repairs amounted to £1,333. There 
is still owing £289,486 in respect of the erection of the new Central 
Criminal Court, which will be met by degrees from the special county 
rate levied in pursuance of the Act 4 Edward VII. ; 


The following notice has been issued by the Attorney-General :—On 
the occasion of the re-opening of the Law Courts, a special service will 
be held at Westminster Abbey, at 11.45 a.m., which the Lord Chan- 
cellor and His Majesty's judges will attend. In order to ascertain what 
space will be required, members of the junior bar wishing to be present 
are requested to send their names on or before Friday, the 11th of Octo- 


| ber, to the secretary of the General Council of the Bar, 2, Hare-court, 


! Temple, E.C. 


Barristers attending the service must wear robes. Those 


| who are Doctors of the Civil Law or Doctors of Laws and practise as 


such in the Eeclesiastical, Admiralty, and Probate Courts may wear 


| their academic gowns. All should be at the Jerusalem Chamber, West- 


Mr. Justice Bucknill has fixed the foilowing commission days for 


the Autumn Assizes on the Midland Circuit :—Aylesbury, Wednesday, 


October 16; Bedford, Saturday, October 19; Northampton, Tuesday, | 


October 22; Leicester, Friday, October 25; Lincoln, Wednesday, 


October 30; Derby, Monday, November 4; Nottingham, Saturday, | 
November 9; Warwick, Thursday, November 14; Birmingham, Tues- | 


day, November 19. Mr. Justice Jelf will join Mr. Justice Bucknill at 
Birmingham. 

The London Gazette announces that the King has been pleased to 
declare that Mrs. Lilla Billson, widow of the late Mr, Alfred Billson, 
M.P., solicitor, shal] have the style, title, place and precedence to 
which she would have been entitled had her husband survived to receive 
the honour of knight bachelor at the hands of his Majesty. Mr. 
Billson died suddenly in the House of Commons in July last. His 
knighthood had been announced in the list of birthday honours pub- 
lished the previous week. 

Mr. Mead, the senior magistrate at Marlborough-street police court, 
has, says the Daily Mail, directed that for the future a notice shall 
be placed in a conspicuous position in the precincts of the court, set- 
ting forfh that when two or more police officers, whether in uniform 
or plain clothes detectives, are interested in any charge and are to 
give evidence, only one officer shall be in court at one time—he who 
is giving evidence—and that the others shall remain in the corridor 
until they are called in to tender their evidence. 

The new session of the London Law Clerks’ Association opens on the 
8th inst. The president will take the chair at seven o'clock, and 
review the position of the association. Suggestions and criticisms 





will be invited from members. On the 22nd inst. Mr. James Kemp | 


(late secretary of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association) wi'l 
deliver a lecture, entitled ‘‘ Practical Points in a Libel Action.’’ The 
chair will be taken at seven o'clock. All law clerks are invited to 
these meetings. ‘Tickets can be obtained upon application to the hon. 
secretary. Intending members are requested to communicate with the 
hon. secretary, who will be pleased to forward full particulars of the 
association, and answer any questions as to the same. 


minster Abbey (Dean’s Yard Entrance), where robing accommodation 
will be provided, not later than 11.30 a.m. A limited number of seats 
in the South Transept will be reserved for friends of members of the 
bar, to whom one ticket of admission (or if possible two) will be issued 
on application to the Secretary of the General Council of the Bar, on 
or before Friday, the 11th of October. No tickets are required for ad- 
mission to the North Transept, which is open to the public. 


The Prison Commissioners’ Report for 1906-7, just issued, shews that 
the number of prisoners received into local prisons during the past 
year under sentence of penal servitude or imprisonment by the ordinary 
courts was 178,343, besides 545 soldiers and sailors sentenced by courts- 
martial. There were also 19,230 persons imprisoned as debtors, or on 
civil process, and 1,164 in default of sureties, making a total of 
199,282. The corresponding numbers for the preceding year were, 
respectively, convicted by the ordinary courts, 195,056; by courts- 
martial, 648; debtors and civil process, 20,414; in default of sureties, 
1,208; total, 217,326. There was, therefore, during the past year a 
diminution of 18,044 in the total number of prisoners as compared 
with the previous year. With regard to juvenile offenders, the com- 
missioners regard it as a most hopeful and encouraging sign that the 
juvenile delinquency, as measured by commitment to prison, is 
diminishing year by year. ‘The decrease during the last ten years is 
marvellous, the numbers for last year being less than half of those 
for 1897. The other category of juvenile offenders are what are known 
technically as ‘‘juvenile-adults.’’ Here again the figures shew a 
gratifying decrease compared with last year. More than 2,000 fewer 
prisoners of this age were received into prison than in 1905-6. The 
working of the Borstal system is referred to with praise, and the 
special rules for applying it to the treatment of prisoners between 
the ages of sixteen and twenty-one are commended. 


‘‘A Commissioner of Assize’’ writes to the Times to say that “it 
shews a marvellous lapse of memory or want of knowledge to doubt 
for one moment that flogging, although it did not absolutely exterminate 
the vile offence of garotting, did so practically. Somewhere about 
the same time, Sir Thomas Bazley speaks of, Mr. Justice Lush, accom- 
panied by a brother judge who differed on this point, went my. 
circuit. I happened to dine with them at a town where the other 
judge was dealing with crime. At dinner he was lamenting the ont- 
rageous number of robberies with violence in the calendar. I 
suggested that they should change places. Mr. Justice Lush expressed 
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his strong concurrence in my views. I was in the Commission, and 
the next morning the learned judge asked me to sit and help him. [ 
agreed, and to my surprise he sent me every crime of violence other 
than murder in the calendar. The list was most atrocious, and the 
injuries inflicted in some instances lifelong, in all cases brutal to a 
degree. In seventeen instances there were convictions, and as there 
was little or no distinction, except in the number of the crimes and 
the history of the offenders, I ordered, in addition to detention, a 
larger or smaller number of lashes. I was told by the chief constable 
at the time of these assizes that no road in the county was safe 
after dark. Some six or seven years afterwards I happened to meet 
in a railway carriage a magistrate of the county, who recognized me 
and told me that the whole county, especially the poor, owed me a 
debt of gratitude, for there had not been a a, with violence 
since. I took some pains to find out the subsequent history of these 
men, and, as far as I can learn, they were all cured of crime. I 














bench by a faithful collie as protector. 


The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions. 


. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 844) of the 
PP nae ot Taterente at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
following lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being £4,110 :— 
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Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANozRy. 

London Gasette—Faipay, Sept. 27. 


Apvayce Ewamet anp Vaanisa Co, Lunutep (Piymours, Drvoy, awp Sarrasn, Cors- 
WALL)—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 80, to send in their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Davey, Bedford chmbrs, 24, 
Bedford st, Plymouth, liquidator 

Auuasce Motor Bus Co, Liurrgp— Petn for windiog up, presented July 31, directed to 
be heard Oct 15. Brown & Co, 11, Pancras In, s.lors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 14 

GisratTar Steam Launpry AnD Inonine Co, Liurtep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Nov 12, to send in their names and addres-es, and the particu'ars of their debts or 
claims, to Michael Abrines, Eeq., Waterport st, Gibraltar, liquidator 

Guiuspy AnD CLeeTaorprs C:igcus Co, Limitep —Creditors ere required, on or before Nov 
1, to send their names and »ddreeses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Matthew Dowse, White's Farm, Kingsway, Cleethorpes, Lincoln, Brown & Son, Gt 
Grimsby, solors for liquidator 

Parent Guass Exameciisa Co, Limttep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 31, to 
‘cond their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hubert 
Smith, 5, Hustlergate, Bradford. Waddington, Bradford, solor for liquidator 

Roziwson & Co (Weastr), Linitep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 31, to send 
their memes and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Joseph 
Henry Bayley, 2, Booth st, Manchester, Preston & Son, Manchester, solors to liqui- 
dator } 

Satixo, Linrrzep—Petn for winding up, presented July 22, directed to be heard on Oct 15, | 
Martin & Co, Fenchurch st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 14 

Sourssourne ow Sea Faxenotp Laxp Co, Lumtxp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Oct 31, to send their names and addresses, and the patticulars of their debts or claims, 
to J. & W. H. Draitt, Bournemouth, solors for liquidator 

UmsiversaL Proviver, Liutep (Otp Company)—Creditorg are required, on or before 

Nov 20, to send in their nemes and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, 

to Geoffiey Rowley Bostock, 3, Howard st, Strand, liquidator 




























happen to know that Mr. Baron Bramwell’s views were the same, and | 
if I remember rightly, for some time he was accompanied even on the | 


| Davrosos, Jouy, Penrith, Cumberland, Y 
| Dupegox, Eowaup ALExasper, Upper Marylebone st, Mercantile Clerk Oct 2i Dumas 


| Gossacs, Faeperick Hersext, JP, Woolton Lancs Oct 


| Wricut, Witt1am Ropert, Monkseaton, Northumberland, Builder Oct 18 WIS & 








j London Gasette.—Toxspay, Oct. 1, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luorzp um Cuanozny. 


| Buxrow Barwery Co, Luntep—Petn for up, presented July 24, ed to 
be heard Oct 15. ae 8 ee ee for petner. Nutice of 
must reach the above named not later than 6 in the afternoon of Oct 14 


Cuanies Forexs & Co, Luurep - Creditors are required, on or before Nov 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Henry Riches, 
81, Cannon st. Norman, Walbrook, solor for liquidator 

Mawwixorrer New Postic Hatt Co, Liuuirep —Creditors are oy on or before Oct 
21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to 
Synnot, Manningtree, Essex, solor for liquidators 

Nationa Moron Marm-coaca Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, Sept 27, 

irected to be heard Oct 15. Peters & Bolton, Guildbal] chambrs, solors 
for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o' in 
the afternoon of Oct 14 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Sept. 20. 
Assort, Martin Hewny, Leytonstone Oct 16 Slack & Co, Qaeen Victoria st 
App.esy, Epwis, i m, Corn Dealer Novi Lave & Co, Birmingham 
Appcecate, Exizapeta, Gt Yarmouth Sept 30 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
| Barner, Lavaa AGyes, Stanley gdns, Notting Hill Occ 7 Barber & Son, St Swithin’s In 
Barty, Heyry, Grantham Oct 31 Withers & Co, Arundel st, Strand 
Besp:x, Pasir, Wilton et Oct 20 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl, Holborn 
| Bessanr, er oe Ri orth, Staffs, Bedstead Mount Manufacturer Nov1 Lane & 
( ingham 
Brass, Joun, Ingletuo, Durham Oct 26 W J & H C Watson, Barnard Castle 
Brown, Joun Dantet, Torguey Oct5 Prior, Colchester 
Cuasuans Josian Tuomas, , Photographic Chemist Oct 31 Phythian & Bland, 
nehester 
Corny, Exxzst Watrer, Parsons Green In, Fulham Oct i7 Barber & Son, St Swithin'sin 


. Yeoman Novi Little & Lamoabs, Penrith 
Dopps, Jann, Gatechead Oct18 WJ8&JA8 8cott, Newcastle on 
South sq, Gray’s inn 
Enpersy, Amewia, Neville ter, K Oct 30 White & Co, Whitehall pl 
Feary, Josern, Waketield, Batcher Oct 21 Senior & Barratt, Wakefield 
Garpyea, Francis, Eccleshall, Staffs Oct 16 Lea, Eccleshall 
Gaunt, Reuse, Farsley, nr Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer Novy2 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
Ge.., Lucy, Birmingham Novi Lane & Co, Bi 
Guover, Cuaistopaer, Nottingham Oct2 Spencer, ingham 
Gosne.t, Caargies Avaustus, Feltham Oct 81 Wit & Uo, Arundel et, Strand 
Gosyey, Pautina Exizapera, Feitham Oc: 31 Withers & Co, Arundel st, Strand 
31 Payne & Co, Liverpool 
Grosvenor, Cuarces, Harrogate Novl J B & JA Brooke, Leeds 
Hat, James, Tynemouth, Northumberland Oct 31 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle upon 
Tyo 


e 
Hanus, Avice Maun, New Southgate Oct 31 Wickes & Knight, Union ct, Old Broad st 
Haves, Rey Martin, Washington, Durham Nov4 Newlands & Newlands, Jarrow 
Inepae, Mary, Golear, Yorks Novi Godfrey & Co, Halifex 
Leicn, Jans Emicy, Boscombe, nr Bournemouth Oct31 Denby & Paterson, Manchester 
Miiye, Faayx, ester, Solicitor Oct 1s Parker & Co, Manchester 
Mvuore, Ans, Callow st, Chelsea sept 30 Leader, Lime st 
Moroan, Tuomas Hemixo, Willesborough Kent Oct it Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 
Newsvsy, Cuances Josera, Solihutl, Warwick Novi Lane & Co, Birmingham 
O.iver, Jonws Doveatizn, Nosham, Northumberland, Baker Oct 19 Sanderan & 

Weatherhead. Berwick upon Tweed 

Ospoase, Samugt, Derby, Cartee Oct7 Potter, Derb 
Pickeartne, Eceanon, Feiliog, Durham Oct18s WJ 


Tyne 

Scott, Estasr, York Oct 26 Cobb & Son, York 
Sueepoay, Eviza, Bedfont Oct7 Barber & Son, 8t Swithin’s la 
Susewoop, Joun, Southport, Lancs Oct 30 Brighouse & Co, Southport 
hs. WituiaM, Nottingham rd, Wandsworth Cunumon Oct 31 Grundy & Co, Queen 

ictoria st 
Sxinzow, Magigrra, Shipley Sept 30 Gordon & Co, Bradford 
Samira, Ricuarp Tuomas, Bedford, Licensed Victualler Nov 1 Conquest & Clare, Bedford 
Sruart, Auicta Anse, Gordon pl, Keasington Oct 30 Farrer & Co, Lincola’s inn fields 
Teaspae, Isaneia, Newcastle upon Tyue Ovt iy Cuoper & Goodger, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 
Wa tex, Caries, First av, Manor Park Oct 31 Bradshaw & Waterson, Finsbury sj 


wa. Groner, Hexham, Northumberland Oct 31 Cooper & Goodger, Newcas le upon 

yne 

Weees, Guanens Avevstvs, Kew Gardens rJ, Kew Novi Soames & Co, Norfolk at, 
tran 


y 
3 & J A 8 Scott, Newcastle upon 


J A 8 Scott, Newcastle upon Tyne 
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THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND. LIMITED, 


SrRsaaT, LONDON, 
ESTAGLISHED IN {89I. 
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LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL 





A Is to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
ne @ supervision of the Corporation. a 






LICENSING MATTERS. 
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Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gaseite.—Turspvay, Sept, 24. 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baremay, Water, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Fryer 
Kiagston upon Hull Pet Sept zl Ord Sept 21 


| 
| 


| 


Brasiey, Wititam Bartram, Southsea, Hanis, Jeweller | 


Portsmouth Pet cept 13 Ord Sept oT 
Beamaw, Cuancee, Hedfield, Bristol, Outfitter Bristol Pet | 
Sept 19 Ord Sept 19 
——— Hewsry, Huosles Carr, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet | 
Se ptj9 Ord 8+ pt19 


Norfolk, Builder Norwich Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 

Caarmax, Kaxest, Luton, Straw Hat Menufacturer Luten 

17 Ord Sept 23 

Cranxe, Wiruiam Wuicner.o, Haverfordwest, 
Merchant Pembroke Dock Pet Sept 19 

CuatwortHy, Evan, Gorseinon, Glam, Jeweller Swansta 
Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 

Dirore, Jony Tuomas Westnorn, etl, Watchmaker 
Sheffield Pet sept 19 Ord Sept 1 

Darw, Wittiam, Bryomawr, Brecon, hitees Tredegar | 
Pet Sept 21 Ora Sept 21 

Fox, Wi..14m, Doddington Crossing, Swallowbeck, Lincs, 
Genera! Engineer Linoola Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept 20 

Gory, Eve.yx, Gainsborough, Motor Car Driver Lincoln 
Pet Sept 19 Ord Bept If ) 

Haroixe, Atsext Jouy, Pontycymmer, Glam, Collier 
Cardiff Pet Sept 19 Ord Sept 19 

Hissert, Waiter Newtown, Retford, Notts Lincoln Pet 
Aug 15 Ord Sept 18 

Hourrisip, Wiit1am Henry, Summertown, Oxford, House 
Deecorator Oxtord Pet sept 19 Ord sept 19 

Hoxmes, Jouy, Sheffield, Timber Merchant Sheffield Pet 
Sept 20 Ord cept 20 


Fianne! | 
Ord & pt 19 | 


Hyp, Joun Tuomas, Leadenham, Lincs, Grocer Boston | 


Pet Sept 20 O:d Sept 20 

Jonzs, Ricnarp Owen, Liverpool, Builder Liverpool Pet 
Aug 29 Ord Sept 19 

Kuen, Oscar jeente, Mincing In, Merchant High Court | 
Pet April 20 Ord Sept 19 

Kwacos, Caances, and Eaxest Ricnaep Kxaces, Middies- 
bruugh, O.1 Merchants Middiesbrough Pet Sept 20 | 
Oxd Sept 20 

Leisruire, Lewis, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Sept 20 
Ord Sept 20 

Lewis, Juux, Ands+ll, Lincaster, Greengrocer Pres‘on 
Pet Bept 19 Ord Sep» 19 

Marks, James, Giacechurch st, Merchant High Cuurt 
Pet Juiy 28 Ord Sept 19 

Nicuorason, Jeremtan Ovitver, Whitley Bay, N 
land, Builder Newcastle on Tyne Pet Aug 21 Ond 
Sept 19 

Noakes, Francis. Salehurst, Sussex, 
Pet Aug12 Ord Sept 11 


Fa mer Hastings | 


Yorthamb r- | 


Osporye, ABTsUR SAmvuet, Cleethorpes, Shrimp Hawker | 
} 


Gt Grimsby Pet Sept 17 Ord Sept 17 

Parker, Juun Frepericx, Royal Excharge, Boot Maker 
High Court Pet July i8 Ord Sept 21 

Parker, Tuomas Antuvs, Broadway, 
Madeley Pet Sept 19 Ord Sept 19 

Power, Joun F.iatav, Hyde Park gate. Company Pro- 
moter High Court Pet July 4 Ord Sept 19 

Rusnatox, Taomas Westatt, Upton Snodsbury, Worcester 
innkeeper Worcester Pet Aug 28 Ord Sept 21 

Surru, Aisox, Holmbush rd, Pu‘ney Heath Wandsworth 
Pet July 2 Ord Sept 4 

Suita, Bextra Eonext, Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant 
Wolverhampton Pet Sept 19 Ord Sept 19 


Shifi.al, Grocer 





Stonz. Henay, Mountain Ash, 
Aberdare Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept 20 

Tuvrasroy, Henay m.raM, East Dereham, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 21 

Wersizy, Davip, Cradley Heath, Staffs, Tailor Dudley 
Pet Sept 12 ‘Ord Sept 20 

Wippowseus, Samogt, Small Heath, Birmingham, Estate 
Agent Birmingham Pet Sept 19 O:d Sept 19 

Witxinson, Gzoros Wiit1am,and Henry WILLiam Jongs, 
Hilliter st, Ship Brokers. High Court Pet April 4 
Ord Sept 19 

Witutams, Groner ALBert, and Exivan Taomas Rocers, 
Cwm, Mon, Builders Tredegar Pet Sept 19 Ord 
Sept 19 


Catron, Wiu1.1am Nicaouas, Gray’s Plantation, Felbrigg, aie et Finsbury pymot High Court Pet Aug 22 


Ord Be; 
Waicnar, poh Browy, Droitwich, Worcester, Land Agent | 
Worcester Pet July 31 Ord Sept 21 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Sept. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aciaxp, Hesay Vivian, Colchester High Court Pet 
July 5 Ord Sept 23 


Beare, Joun Frank, Liverpool, Cab'‘net Manufacturer | 


Liverpoul Pet Sept 23 Ord Sept 23 
| Bupaoun, Wittiam James Strepary 
Lambeth, Grocer High Court Pet Aug 26 Ord Sept 23 | 


Cutnery, Jous, White Colne, Essex, Butcher Colchester | 


Pet sept 23 Ord Sept 23 


Cragx, Tuomas ALBERT, Dudley, Worcester, Cabinet Maker | 


Dudley Pet Sept 23 Ord Sept 23 

Coysnou.y, ALpert W, Brompton #4 
June 14 Ord Sept 23 

Cow tsy, Evieyx, Leeds, Boarding house Keeper 
Pet Sept 23 Ord Sept 23 

Easter, WiLttAM ALLINGros, Gt Yarmouth, Ham Dealer | 
High Comt Pet Sept 23 Ord S-pt ¥ 


Farrweatuer, J E, Litcle Canons, nr Kpping Green, \ eee | 


Merchact High Court Pet June 19 Ord Sept 2 

Fu.ccugs, Witviam, Kingston upon Hull, Fish — 
Kingston upoao Hull Pet Sept 23 Ord sept 23 

| Garer, Micuagt, Devonport, Builder Piymou:h Pet 
sept 24 Ord Sept 24 

Gairrirus, James Wiit1amM, Worksop, Notts, Hotel Pro- 
prietor Sheffield Pet Sept 23 Ord Sept 23 

Grove, ALLEN, Birmingham, Stained Gan Artist Bir- 
mingham Pet Sept2 Ord Sept 23 

Hasnis, Harry AtBert, Yeovil, Upho'sterer Yeovil Pet | 
Sept 24 Ord Sept 24 


} 
Hewirrt, Georcs, Hulme, Manchester, Monumental Mason | 


Manchester Pet Sept 25 Ord Sept 25 

Konskirr, Lewis, Middlesex st, Avene, peeanetusing 
Farrier High Court Pet Rept 3 Ord Sep 

Lester, Les.tz, Burley, nr Ringwood, cat nan Coal | 
Dealer Salisbury Pet Sept 9 Ord Sept 24 

Marsuatt, Gaanviti & Georce, Laxfield, Suffolk, Licensed 
Victaaller ipswich Pet Sept 24 Ord Sept 24 

Mason, Tuomas, Long Eaton, Derby Leicester Pet Sept 
2% O.d Sept 25 

Moow, Oxtver, Chorlton cam Hardy, Mauch ‘ster, Salesman 

Salford Pet Sept 25 Ord Sept 25 

Moose, Wiittam, Berkeley mews, Connaught *q, Com- 
cercial Clerk High Court Pet Sept 24 Ord cept 24 

Oucscu.acer, Jutivs Eomusp, Philpot lo, Wine Merchant 
High Cou:t Pet Aug 6 Ord Sept 25 

Owen Baornees, Fenchurch st, Coal Contractors High 
Court Pet Aug 39 Ord Sept 25 

Poo.es, Crara, Bolton, Schoolmistress Boltun Pet Sept 
24 Ord Sept 24 

Repreagn, Juseru, Stainton in Cleveland, Yorks, Pain‘er 
M iddlesbrough Pet Sept 23 Ord Sept +3 


Glam, Confectioner | 


Wilcox rd, South | 


High Court Pet | 
Leeds 


Ritey, pend, Crewe, Painter ‘Cute Pet Sept 23 Only 
Bep it 23 
Suyru, goo atte, Runton, Norfolk Norwich Peg) 
Se Ord Sept 2: 
Sraimer, Davis, ‘Brita, Fancy Draper Bristol Pet Sept 
23 Ord Sept 2 ; 
Tuomas, Jouy, Sientistes Bangor Pet Sept 21 Ona 
| Sept 21 : 
Urtine, Stepsex Witiam, Norwich, Builder Norwigh) 
Pet Sept 23 Ord Sept 23 
Wess, Ropert Henny Sceemay, Scarborough, a 
} Agent Scarborough Pet Sept25 Ord Sept 25 
| Wessres, Wittiam. Kivgston upon Hull, Joiner Kingst 
upon Hull Pet sept 25 Ord Sept 25 





ake WO ) SOLICITORS. — Ex-Detective Inspectell 
JOHN WALSH, of the Criminal Investigati 

| Department, New scotland Yard, after twenty-pine years! 

| brillient public service, now Undertakes Private and Ce 

| tdential Inquiries ; Divoree, Blackmail, Commercial, 

| Probate; Branches—Montreal, New York. Boston, Par 

| and Bristo). -9, John-street, "Adelphi, Strand. *Phe 

14,164 Central. 





AW.—Excellent Furnished Offices To } 
4 Let, suitable for young, energetic Solicitor, in one 
the most popular and rising suburbs; main road, —W: 
Lex, Box 1,206, Wiltings 125, Strand, W.C. 





| CYEVERAL THOUSANDS to Invest 
| KJ Freehold Ground-rents on Weekly and other P 
Solicitors and Principals com 


| perties ; top prices given. 
municate with Boyruy, Suns, & Trevor, 70, Colen 


| street, EC. 


YROUND - RENTS £16 10s., secure 
upon three semi-detac shed Vv illas, Iiford, 23% y 
purchase ; £37 16s. per annum, secured upon nine Hou 
price 224 years’ purchase. —- Apply, Wess & Nermsd 
| Market-place, Enfield. 








| WN ORTGAGE, £4,000 to £5,000, Requi 
for a gentleman on a Freehold Estate, subject 
| valuation.—For fuli particulars apply Eustace Ros 
Solicitor, Pierpoint-street, Worcester. 





Telephone: 602 Holbora, 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCRO 


Founpep 1m THE Reten or Witu1am & Mary, 1689, 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS, 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVBT. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Olerks, & Corone 
CORPORATION ATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON,” 




















VICTORIA 
WORKS : 





WRITE FOR Prices, and mention this Journal. 


WOLVERHAMPTON, 


-And 139 & 141, Cannon Street, LONDON, E.C. 


BAYLISS, JONES, & BAYLISS, L. 


MFRS. OF IRON FENCING, ac. 

















